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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING PATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed . 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U:S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )£3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 03 December 2003 . 
2a)£<] This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [X] Claim(s) 1-326 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Ciaim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) [EI Claim(s) 1-326 is/are rejected. 

7) 0 Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAil b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

13) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1 .78. 

Attachment(s) 

1 ) £3 Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) Paper No(s). . 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

3) ^ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449) Paper No(s) none . 6) O Other: 
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Claims 1-326, for reasons of record, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention lacks patentable utility. See paper no. 10, paragraph no. 2. 

Claims 1-326, for reasons of record, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. See paper 
no. 8, paragraph no. 3. 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/3/03 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant requests that the Office consider his rebuttal comments to the paper posted by 
Peter Zimmerman. This rebuttal (Attachment I) has been reviewed, but does not address the 
point made in the previous office action, that a beam of moving electrons, all behaving as 
theorized by applicant, would have their spin axes all polarized in the same direction, while in 
reality, electron beams most commonly exhibit random polarization, i.e., their spin axes do not 
all line up with their direction of motion. While applicant faults the Zimmerman paper as not 
being peer-reviewed, which may be true, the cited section refers to applicant's own book, and 
thus only considers the implications of applicant's own theory. In the January 2000 edition of 
The Grand Unified Theory of Classical Quantum Mechanics, the cited section appears on pages 
100 through 113. It is noted that the Zimmerman paper is also cited in the attached Appendix. 
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Applicant points out that his theory predict a "new ground state", defined by the radius of 
the electron "orbitsphere", which occurs where the speed of the electron, which increases with 
the increasing p value, would be limited by the speed of light. This is not persuasive because 
applicant applies Lorentzian transformations for inertial frames to the electron, which is not an 
inertial frame. See the attached Appendix, starting at the bottom of page 14. 

Applicant faults Krieg, stating that Krieg relies on Feynman, and argues that the angular 
momentum of the electron "from the SE is zero", not Planck's constant as argued by Feynman. 
This is not persuasive because the calculation shown by Krieg does not deal with angular 
momentum, but simple momentum, as given by the formula p=mv. Also, Krieg does not allege 
that the electron cannot move closer to the nucleus than the Bohr radius, only that the spherical 
location defined by the Bohr radius is the place where an electron will have it minimum energy. 
Also, in order for electron angular momentum to be zero, its speed around the nucleus would 
have to be zero (since an electron has mass, and thus angular momentum is proportional to 
angular velocity). This contradicts applicant's position that an electron would have increasing 
speed with increasing p values, since this position implies that the electron is in motion around 
the nucleus, and thus has angular momentum. It is noted that Krieg lists three references at the 
end of his article, none of which were written by Feynman. 

Applicant faults the Office position that "faster than light travel has been proven". The 
Office does not take the position that faster than light travel has been proven, or is even possible. 
The office position is that under certain conditions, faster than light influences are possible, 
according to Dennis ("Hidden Variables. . ."), cited in paper no. 30, as reference "X" on the first 
page of the PTO-892 attached thereto. 
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Applicant argues that the various technologies mentioned by Tegmark et ah do not 
necessarily depend on the probability wave equations for their existence, and fault Tegmark et al. 
co-author Wheeler for relying on the human mind to collapse the quantum wave function to 
make these things, and the universe itself real. The Office does not adopt Wheeler's belief that 
the human mind makes these thing real, but only that the phenomena underlying these inventions 
are understandable according to quantum mechanics. 

Applicant argues that excited states are caused by release of power, in a combustion 
flame and in his plasmas, in the latter case, the power being released by hydrogen atoms 
collapsing to form hydrinos. This assumes that a hydrogen atom has more energy than the 
surrounding plasma components, thus enabling energy transfer from the hydrogen to these other 
components. It is unclear how an electron in a hydrogen atom, at n=l, has more energy than the 
electrons of ionized atoms, or the electrons which have been removed therefrom. 

Applicant asks for a reason why he is required to submit peer-reviewed evidence, while 
the PTO is not. Applicant is alleging a long-accepted scientific idea is incorrect, and thus bares 
the burden of providing evidence convincing to the scientific community, while the Office does 
not have the experimental capability to prove or disprove the theories which underlie inventions, 
and thus must rely on scientific principles which are known and accepted. The one article cited 
by the Office which does not appear to be peer-reviewed is that by Zimmerman, which is cited 
only for a small section which considers the macroscopic consequences of applicant's theory, 
pertaining to an electron beam, and which has not been rebutted. 

Applicant note the involvement of Examiner Bernard Souw in the examination of another 
of his applications, and that Examiner Souw had previously worked for Brookhaven National 



Application/Control Number: 09/1 10,694 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1745 

Labs. Two things are thus pointed out. First, examiners are allowed, and even encouraged, to 
consult other examiners on matters of science. Dr. Souw is the author of the attached Appendix. 
While originally written for Serial No. 09/5 13,768, the Appendix is considered relevant to the 
present application for reasons stated below. Second, the employment history of examiners, 
including those acting in a consulting role, is irrelevant to the examination thereof, except where 
there is a genuine conflict of interest. 

Applicant argues that the various articles attached to the response of 12/3/03 support his 
contention that hydrogen can exist in states below the "ground state", where the electron has a 
fractional, rather than an integral, quantum number. These attachments are not persuasive for the 
following reasons: 

1) They have not been peer reviewed, or published, but only submitted, so they do not (yet) have 
the credibility that peer reviewed articles have. To this category belong attachments 53, 55, 58, 
62, 64-66, 68, 70-87, 89 and 91-100. 

2) They do not deal with the "hydrino", but other subject matter, such as spectral data for states 
above n=l, and thus, even if valid, do not pertain to the present invention. To this category 
belong 53, 56, 59, 65, 66, 80 and 94. To this category also belong the article "Spectroscopic 
evidence for highly pumped Balmer and Lyman populations in a water-plasma", by R. Mills and 
P. Ray, which was submitted with the response, but not listed on the accompanying PTO- 1449. 
It is thus made of record on the enclosed PTO-892. 

3) They contain data which cannot be accounted for by applicant's theory. The discrepancy is 
explained in paper no. 30, pages 3 and 4. To this category belong attachments 50, 60, 63, 70, 71, 
73, 75, 76, 78, 79, 81, 86, 87, 89, 90, 98 and 99. 
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4) They speculate hydrino formation as an explanation for experimental data unrelated to and not 
necessarily caused by hydrinos, such as Balmer line broadening, calorimetric data, or 
"indications" of hydride chemical bonding. Besides the possible explanations for Balmer line 
broadening mentioned in paper no. 30, the attached Appendix, on page 5, offers still other 
reasons for this phenomenon. To this category belong attachments 51, 52, 54, 55, 57, 59-62, 64, 
69, 71, 72, 74, 77, 81, 83-85, 89-92, 95-97, 99 and 100. 

5) They contain misidentifications of spectral lines, as explained in the attached Appendix on 
pages 3 and 4. Lines alleged by applicant to arise from hydrino formation have been identified 
as coming from helium or oxygen, the latter as an impurity. To this category belong attachments 
60, 61, 67, 69 and 82. . 

6) They are unrelated to the scientific merits of the present invention and only generally relate to 
news stories about the PTO and applicant's related applications. To this category belong 
attachments A through J. 

7) One has not been found, which is attachment 88. This article is also "in preparation", and thus 
does not appear to have been peer-reviewed, and may thus also belong in category (1). 

Since all the "evidence" presented in attachments 50-100 belongs to at least one of the 
categories (1) to (7) above, they are all deemed to be incredible, and hence, invalid as 
experimental proof for the existence of the hypothetical hydrino, or compound based thereon, or 
chemical reactor for producing such a compound. 

Further indication that applicant's theory is flawed is provided in the attached Appendix, 
starting at the bottom of page 5. Applicant, in his book, The Grand Unified Theory of Classical 
Quantum Mechanics, has misunderstood that all stationary states are non-radiative, why excited 
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states radiate while the ground state does not, the fundamentals of quantum theory, Haus's non- 
radiative condition, the distinction between the quantum mechanics eigenfunction and wave 
function, the uncertainty principle, the concept of spin (which is a property of the electron per se, 
and not of its motion around the nucleus), the hydrogen wave function, and relativistic length 
contraction (also called Lorentz contraction). 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen J. Kalafut whose telephone number is 571-272-1286. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:00 am-4:30 pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick J. Ryan can be reached on 571-272-1292. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 571-272-1 100. 



sjk 




APPENDIX 
Version -2 (09/14/2003) 
by Bernard Eng-Kie Souw, Ph.D. 
Patent Examiner, AU 2881 

(editorial changes to version -1 (08/15) are printed in red) 

This Appendix is complementary to the Examiner's 35 USC § 101 rejection of 
U.S. Application No.09/51 3,768, as stated in the present Advisory Action. In 
addition to refuting Applicant's allegedly "compelling experimental evidence" 
(Amendment and Response to Final Office Action, paper no. 17, dated 
01/29/2003, page 9 of 65) for the existence of Applicant's alleged new form of 
hydrogen (hereafter to be addressed as hydrino), this Appendix particularly 
points out just a few of an overwhelmingly large number of errors in Applicant's 
Grand Unified Theory (GUT) of Classical Quantum Mechanics, provided by 
Applicant to the US Patent Office as a main support for Applicant's invention. 
Such a direct rebuttal of Applicant's hydrino hypothesis has been expressly 
requested by Applicant in his After Final Response, paper # 17, pg. 34/IL6-11 
from bottom. In confirmation of the Examiner's § 101 rejection, this Appendix 
shows that the utility of Applicant's invention is per se incredible because its 
theoretical foundation as presented in GUT proves to be incorrect, whereas the 
80 publication papers presented as attachments to Applicant's Response to Final 
Office Action have failed to provide valid experimental evidence for the existence 
of the hypothetical hydrinos. 

As pointed out in the Examiner's Advisory Action, NONE of Applicant's 
"compelling' 1 evidence are valid, simply because of the following reasons: 
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(a) They are not published in scientifically qualified (e.g., refereed) journals . 

To this category belongs also Applicant's main support for the present invention, 
i.e., the hydrino hypothesis in Randell L. Mills' book titled "Grand Unified Theory 
of Classical Quantum Mechanics" (hereafter addressed as GUT), because it is 
not scientifically evaluated. Furthermore, conference proceedings such as 
Attachments #42, 57, 61, 65, do not belong to refereed publications. 

(b) They have not been peer reviewed (just submitted) , so they do not (yet) have 
the credibility that peer reviewed articles have. To this category belong 
Applicant's Attachments # 2-5, 8-13, 15-23, 25, 26, 28-30, 34, 36, 37, 39, 44, 47 
and 48. Because of their fundamental flaws, they are not likely to pass the peer 
review process. By the way, the terminology of Rydberg States used in # 12, 13, 
47, 48, 49 is not justified, since it has been conventionally used for atomic states 
with very high quantum numbers (n — > °°). 

(c) Speculating hydrino as explanation for experimental observation unrelated to 
and not necessarily caused by hydrinos, such as excessive line broadening, 
enhanced EUV emission, unfounded Indications" of hydride chemical bonding, 
etc. To this category belong Applicant's Attachments # 6, 14, 40, 41, 45, 46, 51- 
53, 56, 58-60, 63, 64, 67-77, 80. 

(d) Speculating novel applications not based on reality , which have no chance of 
success simply because the underlying hydrino hypothesis is scientifically flawed, 
as will be discussed in more details in the next section. To this category belong 
Applicant's Attachments # 24, 32, 42, 43, 50, 57, 65, 73-77 and 80. 



2 



(e) Misidentifving spectral lines as having origins in hvdrino catalized reactions . 
For example, Attachment # 55 to Applicant's After-Final Amendment turned out 
to be incorrect speculations: Specifically, the spectral line at 304 A is very well 
known in the art as a He-ll line commonly observed in the solar spectrum, as 
shown in Ref. [1], Fig. 3 & Fig. 5, the latter also showing other lines at 374 A and 
456 A claimed by Applicant. This single failure of misidentifying the 304 A He-ll 
line, claimed by Applicant as having its origin in a hydrino catalized reaction, is 
enough to render all other speculations of spectral lines presented by Applicant 
deemed incredible, i.e., Attachments # 33, 49 and 54. In this regard, Applicant's 
obvious mistake of claiming a He-ll line as a hydrino-re\aied line also casts 
serious doubts in other similar (mis)identification cases, as described below. 

Specifically regarding the alleged role of resonance charge transfer involving 
transitions to hydrino states and ionization of hydrogen-like ions to explain 
enhanced EUV radiation and resonance broadening, as claimed in many of 
Applicant's papers, it must be emphasized that enhanced EUV emission and 
excessive line broadening do not need to be caused by resonance ionizations as 
speculated by Applicant, since there are plenty of other conventional, physically 
more plausible causes. Without evidence of electron density enhancement, 
there is no reason to believe that resonance ionization of hydrogen-like ions 
could be responsible for the anomalous broadening and EUV radiation. 

Specifically regarding the alleged H(1/n) peaks observed in X-ray Photoelectron 
Spectroscopy (XPS) spectra as an "evidence" for hydrino-type bonding in hydride, 
as shown, e.g., in Applicant's Attachment #38, Applicant's specific identification 
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of photoelectron energy peak is more a speculation rather than fact, since there 
is no factually compelling evidence why these peaks should originate from 
hydrino-type bonding. From the fact that the alleged H(1/n) peak intensities are 
not stronger, let alone significantly stronger, than the Oxygen 2s peak shown in 
Fig.28, it is more plausible to conclude that these peaks are due to unidentified 
impurities. Oxygen in Si:H is an impurity, due to exposure of the sample to 
atmosphere, or to the dissociation of H 2 0 present in the "d/rfy" plasma used to 
synthesize the Si:H layer, as generally known to one of ordinary skill in the art. 
The former type can be easily etched away, as evidenced in [2] (Fig.1, spectra 
(a),(c),(e) vs. (b),(d),(f)). One of ordinary skill in the art would firstly regard any 
unidentified peak as impurity peaks, and perform various tests, such as etching, 
as done in [2], rather than looking for unconventional explanation. There is no 
guarantee that Applicant is not again making unjustified claims on impurity 
peaks, in the same manner as Applicant has previously misidentified the He-ll 
line, which should have been known to one of ordinary skill in the art from the 
overwhelming data published by other authors and the general availability of 
helium spectral tables well known to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Since all the "evidence" presented in Attachments 2-80 belongs to at least one of 
the types (a) to (e) above, they all are deemed incredible, and hence, invalid as 
experimental proof for the existence of the hypothetical hydrino. 

Specifically regarding Attachment #1 , the NASA Phase-I Final Report evaluating 
Applicant's work on "Blacklight Rocket Engine" expressly recites, again and 
again throughout the entire report, the words "if the hydrino theory is proven 
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correct", meaning that Applicant's hydrino theory is given the benefit of the doubt, 
and hence, cannot be admitted as a valid basis for Applicant's invention. 

Consequently, all the Attachments #1-80 have failed to provide compelling 
evidence to refute the examiner's previous § 101 rejection of Applicant's claims. 

Specifically regarding Attachments # 46 and 53 , there are other physically more 
plausible explanations for the anomalous broadening observed, e.g., pressure 
broadening [3] (due to high pressure within a hollow cathode, despite a low 
pressure discharge plasma), resonance broadening [3], microwave-field 
broadening (Blochinzew's satellites [4]), and many other broadening mechanisms 
[5,6] which are fundamentally different than Applicant's "resonance broadening" 
due to hydrino levels hypothesized in, e.g., Applicant's Attachment # 46. Thus, 
even if Applicant's hydrino hypothesis would be assumed as physically plausible, 
an explanation based on a mere hypothesis where there are plenty of other 
conventional, more plausible reasons, is highly speculative. Moreover, 
Applicant's hydrino hypothesis not only is highly speculative, but also physically 
incorrect , as it is based on fundamental misunderstandings of conventional 
quantum mechanics, electromagnetic theory and theory of relativity, as will be 
discussed in more details in the following: 

1. Applicant's fractional hydrogen levels are postulated, not derived from first 
principle . 

Applicant obtained the fractional energy levels of his hypothetical hydrino (GUT 
pg.197, Eqs.5.1 & 5.2) not by deriving from first principle as claimed, but as a 
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postulate. Nowhere in GUT is the fractional energy levels derived, but only 
argued, based on "non-radiative" nature of the hypothetical 1/n quantum states. 

2. Applicant misunderstands that all stationary atomic states are non radiative . 

If Applicant's definition of "nonradiative states" is to be followed, then all 
conventional stationary quantum states should be interpreted as "nonradiative". 
The wave function for an electron in hydrogen is derived from the Schrodinger 
equation by separating the time dependent part of the wave function, exp(- 
i2TrEt/h). Thus, the spatial part R(r) Y| >m (0,cp) is stationary, meaning literally, it 
does not change with time. Moreover, the measurable quantity is not the wave 
function itself, but the electron probability density, which is defined as the 
absolute-square of the wave function, IH^ 2 = 4J*-4J £ f(t), which is not a time- 
varying function, since the absolute-square of the time-varying component, exp(- 
i2iT Et/h), is real and constant in time, i.e., static. Thus, per Applicant's own 
definition of li non-radiative" states (GUT pg. 113/line 3), a static charge density is 
trivially non-radiative. Consequently, all n > 1 quantum states are non-radiative, 
because the electron probability densities are static. This stationary property is 
also a consequence of the uncertainty principle. Since 6E is zero, we have 5t =°°, 
which means, the wave function is stationary. 

3. Applicant misunderstands why excited states do radiate, but the ground state 
do not. 
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The previous interpretation is nothing else but a conventional interpretation of 
QM. Indeed, stationary states are supposed to be stable in time. The reason 
why a n>1 state does radiate through a transition from an upper state (n 2 >1) to a 
lower state (ni < n 2 ) is because the transition probability between the two states 
is finite. This transition probability, P 21 , is defined as being proportional to the 
overlap integral between the two wave functions involved, P 2 i ~ I 4V" (a-D)^ 
d 3 r = <^ 2 | a D with a = polarisation vector of the emitted photon and D = e r 
is the electric dipole moment operator [5,6,7], where e is the electronic charge. 
Since the operator r applied to an eigenfunction 4^ of the Schrodinger equation 
in space representation is simply equal to eigenvalue (=r) times the eigenfunction, 
i.e., r 4^ = r 4^ , the integral P 2 i receives the interpretation of an overlap integral 
between 4V and 4^. This transition probability determines the spectral line 
intensity [3,5-7], Obviously, a transition involving the ground state n=1 is only 
possible to the upper states n>1, which is not radiative but absorptive, meaning 
that the ground state n=1 is non radiative because the Schrodinger equation 
gives no physically meaningful solution for n<1. Thus, Applicant's statement in 
GUT/lines 4-6, that "the Schrodinger equation gives no basis why excited states 
(n>1) are radiative and the 13,6 eV state (meaning the ground state, n=1) is 
stable" , is principally wrong. 

4. Applicant misunderstands the most basic fundamentals of the QM theory . 

Applicant is confusing the electron charge density, which is proportional to the 
probability density of an electron, with the electromagnetic wave generated by a 
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moving charge, which satisfies the Maxwell and Helmholtz equations, the latter 
usually expressed in terms of the Laplace operator (GUT/Eq.1.1). According to 
elementary QM, the probability density p(r,t) is defined as p(r,t) = V*-4^ but not 
as the wave function 4^(r,t) itself. While ^(r,t) satisfies the Schrodinger equation, 
which contains a first order time-derivative, &dt, it does not satisfy the wave or 
Laplace equation, which contains a second order time-derivative, cfrdt 2 . Thus, 
Applicant's expression for the probability density of a hydrogen electron (GUT 
Eq.1.9), can not simultaneously satisfy the Schrodinger and electromagnetic 
wave/Laplace equations. A direct proof of Applicant's mistake can be very easily 
demonstrated by inserting Applicant's postulated electron wave function p(r,t), as 
given (only argued, not derived) in GUT, Eq. 7 on pg. 111 and Eq.10 on pg.112, 
into the Laplace equation, GUT Eq. 1.1 on pg.48, here using the conventional 
integral representation of the Dirac delta function (see [8] pg.480, Eq.A4-6) to 
calculate the first and second order derivatives, as generally mastered by one of 
ordinary skill in the art. Rigorously performing all mathematical operations, it 
comes out that Applicant's wave function p(r,t) is NOT at all a solution of Eq. 1.1 
as claimed by Applicant throughout his hydrino hypothesis. That Applicant's p(r,t) 

is neither a solution of the Schrodinger equation is too obvious, since it does not 

/• • .... - 

contain the electron mass. This single mistake alone is already enough to 
disqualify Applicant's hydrino theory. Yet, a lot more mistakes are to be 
revealed next. 

5. Applicant is mistaken in understanding and applying Haus's non-radiative 
condition. 
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Haus's condition for (non)radiative moving charge is derived through the current 
density J, but not the charge density p. It is J, which satisfies the wave equation 
with the Laplace operator, as recited in Haus's Eq.(3) [9]. In contradiction, 
Applicant's interpretation of Haus's condition states that the electron charge 
density p(r,t) satisfies the (electromagnetic) wave equation, as unambiguously 
recited in the preceding sentence to GUT/Eq.1.9, "The solutions of the classical 
wave equation are separable", then followed by an expression for p(r,t). 
Obviously, Applicant's formulation of Haus's condition in terms of electron 
material wave is based on wrong understanding of both Haus's electromagnetic 
theory and Schrodinger's QM theory. 

5. Applicant is confusing QM eigenfunction with QM wave function . 

QM eigenfunctions H' satisfy the equation A*+* = A^H, where A is an operator 
(e.g., H, #9t or &dx) and A is an eigenvalue , which is no other than a plain 
number or quantity. A wave function is riot an eigenfunction (of an operator), but 
it generally can be expressed as a superposition of eigenfunctions from a 
complete orthonormal set of such functions (QM principle of decomposition). In 
GUT, pg.64, Applicant's formulation of a wave function of an electron with spin in 
spherical symmetric systems as being a superposition of two spherical harmonic 
functions Y ()m + Y 0 ,o is basically wrong in at least two aspects. 

Firstly, according to elementary quantum mechanics, such a wave 
function can not be an eigenfunction of the angular momentum operator, 
because the wave functions yt, m = Y| (m + Y 0) o do not form a complete orthonormal 
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set, the latter having to satisfy the condition <yi tm | yi (W > = 6i.r 6m,m- ■ Applicant's 
yi, m is definitely not an eigenfu notion of angular momentum operator, because the 
product <yi >m | y w > results in I {(Y|>-)*Yi,m + (Y 0 ,o)*Y 0l o} dQ = 6i, r 5 m>nV + 1 36 5i,r 
5 m m . In plain language, Applicant'sb yi, m is not orthogonal to yi; m -. Thus, it is 
incorrect to formally write L 2 yi im = 1(1+1 )(h/2iT) 2 yi, m , or L z y Um = - i(h/2TT) y lm , since 
it is generally known in the art, a superposition of eigenfunctions, yi im = Y| m + Y 0 , 0 
does not yield an eigenvalue A in an eiqenvalue equation AM^ = AM^, as 
demonstrated above, but an expectation value, defined as <A>- Iqj* Ay d 3 r 
where A is the angular momentum operator, which - in coordinate representation 

— is given by ([8] pg. 205 Eq. 7-87) A = L 2 - -(h/2iT) 2 V 2 0(( p having an eigenvalue 

1(1+1) (h/2TT) 2 , or the angular momentum projection operator L z = - i(h/2TT)d0cp 
having an eigenvalue m ([10] pg. 93 Eq.25.23). Thus, Applicant's representation 
of wave functions in GUT/pg.64 Fig. 1-2, is incorrect, because Applicant's wave 
function y i m = Y 0i o+ Y|, m does not yield the eigenvalue 1(1+1 )(h/2TT) 2 , but instead, 
an expectation value <L 2 > = I {(yi, m )* L 2 y lm dQ = 1(1+1 )(h/2TT) 2 . This is because L 2 
y,, m = L 2 (Y,, m + Y 0(0 ) = 1(1+1 )(h/2TT) 2 Y,, m + 0 * 1(1+1 )(h/2Tr) 2 (Y, im + Y 0i0 ), and similarly, 
L z (Y,, m + Y 0i o) = -i(h/2TT)mY| im + 0 ± -i(h/2Tr)m(Yi ( m+ Yq.o), Applicant's confusion 
between eigenfunction and wave function can be made further obvious by the 
following alternative argument: It is well known to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
if a wave function consists of a single eigenfunction (of an operator), its 
expectation value would have the same value as the eigenvalue. If yi m = Y|, m + 
Y 0) o is a solution of Applicant's "classical QM wave equation" , then yi im = a*Y|, m + 
b-Y 0i o is also a valid solution, although it is not an eigenfunction but a linear 
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superposition of eigenfunctions. Thus, the wave function yi, m can not possibly be 
an eigenfunction (of the angular moementum operator), but instead, must be a 
supersposition of eigenfunctions. Consequently, the correct (ortho)normalized 
representation of the wave function yi m would bear a factor 1/V2 in front of each 
eigenfunctions, or, in a general case, a-Y| im + b-Y 0 ,o with |a| 2 +|b| 2 =1, as usual, 
with |a| 2 being the probability to find the system in the (l,m) state, and +|b| 2 the 
probability to be in a (0,0) state. This new wave function yi fm yields an 
expectation value of |a| 2 -I(l+1)(h/2TT) 2 , which is not a single eigenvalue, but an 
average value depending on the (thus far arbitrary) components of the vector y l(m 
= a-Y im + b-Y 0i o ■ This completes the proof that Applicant's yi m is not an 
eigenfunction of the angular momentum operator, but a wave function, defined as 
a superposition of such eigenfunctions. The above distinction between 
eigenfunction and wave function is purely mathematical. It thus applies to both 
wave equation and Schrodinger equation. 

Secondly, Applicant's representation of an eigen (wave?) function in terms 
of two eigenfunctions, Y 0 , 0 and Yi, m , but only one of them having the time 
dependency, as recited in GUT, pg.61, Eq. 1.65a & 1.65b, is conceptually as well 
as mathematically incorrect, since both terms must be solutions of the same 
Laplace or Schrodinger equation, both of which are time dependent. The same 
rebuttal has been also raised in Ref. [11]. 

(6) Applicant misunderstands the Uncertainty Principle in QM 

As a matter of fact, a superposition of two or more angular momentum 
eigenfunctions Y t m is just a manifest of the QM uncertainty principle. The angular 
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momentum eigenfunction Yi, m itself is stationary with respect to the angular 
coordinate 9, because each eigenfunction is sharply defined in angular 
momentum I , i.e., 51 =0. As an equivalent of the uncertainty relation 5x-5p * 
h/2iT, we here have 51 50 ~ h/2iT. Thus, a sharply defined angular momentum, 
i.e., 51 =0, corresponds to a completely undefined angular position 0, i.e., 50 
00 . However, by constructing an angular momentum "wave packet" made of a 
superposition of several, or many, eigenfunctions Y|, m , we have a finite 51 >0, 
and hence, a finite 50 < 00 . As a result, we now can "see" the electron wave 
packet at a definite angular position cp occupying an angular interval 50, exactly 
as displayed in Applicant's Fig. 1.2 in GUT/pg.63. This angular wave packet 
visualization used to be given as a routine exercise for undergraduate students 
in physics to acquire a correct understanding of the uncertainty principle, when 
the author of this Appendix was teaching "Relativistic Quantum Mechanics" at the 
Technical University of Clausthal in Clausthal-Zellerfeld, Germany, in the 1970s. 

Therefore, Applicant's explanation given in GUT regarding Fig. 1.2 is incorrect, 
and so is also Applicant's understanding of the uncertainty principle. The same 
judgement has been made by a number of other authors contributing to Ref. [12]. 

(7) Applicant's concept of electron spin is incorrect . 

Applicant's representation of the electron spin function being identical to the 
angular momentum eigenfunction Y 0 , 0 , as recited in GUT/pgs.61-66, Eq. 1.61-65, 
is incorrect. In addition to its non-orthogonality, as proven previously, Applicant's 
erronous representation of the spin eigenfunction will fail to work properly in a 
matrix diagonalization procedure to calculate the magnetic and electric field 
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effects on energy, level splittings and atomic transitions, because two basis 
vectors are missing, either of the angular momentum with 1=0, or of the spin 
operator. On the other hand, application of conventional QM to hydrogen and 
helium atoms has been proven accurate in predicting the effects [5,6], which has 
been also experimentally verified to great accuracy by Doppler-free laser 
spectroscopy [7], all personally conducted by the author of the present Appendix. 

Electron spin is an intrinsic property of the electron, completely 
independent of its angular momentum. In contradiction to Applicant's concept, 
the spin is not an external property like that of an electron orbiting an external 
atomic nucleus, but an intrinsic property, such as an eigen-rotation on its own 
axis. Therefore, correct representation must be provided by an angular- 
momentum-independent and complete set of orthogonal basis vectors, which is 
conventionally represented by the Pauli spin functions, S, more specifically as 
column vectors (1,0) and (0,1). This results in two simultaneous conventional 
Schrodinger eigenfunctions of energy and angular momentum, 4*+ representing 
spin-up and 4^ representing spin-down, both forming a new set of eigenfunctions 
(eigen vectors, or spinors), as explicitly recited by the author of this Appendix in 
Ref. [6], Eqs. 4 and 5. In this case, the spin operator is not represented by the 
angular momentum operator, as postulated by Applicant, but by the Pauli spin 
matrices, tx x , tr y , and cr z , or alternatively, <t+, -ol, and <j z [5-8,10]. This two- 
component spinor representation can be further expanded to a four-component 
spinor formulation in order to render it Lorentz-covariant, from which a correct 
gyromagnetic ratio of the electron spin (g s =2) automatically follows ([13], 
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pg.25/lines 12-24), thus refuting Applicant's repeated allegation that conventional 
QM is not relativistically (Lorentz-)covariant. 

(8) Applicant's hydrogen electron wave function is seriously flawed . 

Applicant's formulation of hydrogen electron wave function leads to self- 
contradiction and is thus incapable of correctly predicting the multiplet intensities, 
the transition probabilities and their selection rules. The wave function in 
Applicant's classical antenna formula in GUT pg.144, Eq. 2.42 is incomplete for 
not including the radial function, rendering it incapable of deriving correct 
multiplet intensities or transition probabilities, because multiplet intensities and 
transition probabilities originate from the radial wave function. However, if 
Applicant's 5(r-r n )-like radial wave function is incorporated, Eq. 2.42 results in a 
selection rule proportional to 5(n-n'), which is again incorrect, since ni ^ n 2 
transitions with An?K) would then be prohibited. On the other hand, conventional 
QM is known to give accurate multiplet intensities, transition probabilities and 
their selection rules simultaneously, even under complicated Zeeman and Stark 
level splittings, as demonstrated in [5-7]. Applicant's failure to derive the correct 
multiplet intensities, transition probabilititries and their selection rules, is a solid 
proof that Applicant's hydrino hypothesis is fundamentally wrong. 

(9) Applicant's application of Special Relativity theory is incorrect . 
Regarding Applicant's relativistic length contraction, described in footnote 2 in 
GUT/pg.55, it is to be strongly emphasized that an orbiting electron is not an 
inertial system, because we here have an acceleration in the radial direction. 
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Thus, applying the special relativistic formula of length contraction, as recited in 
Eq.1 footnote 2, pg.55, is fundamentally not allowed. Furthermore, according to 
classical electromagnetic theory, accelerated charge will always radiate. 
Consequently, the whole results of Applicant's lengthy derivation & discussion on 
the relativistivically length-contracted "distance on a great circle" (in plain 
language, the circumferential length of an electron orbit) is incorrect, for being 
based on a wrong understanding of the Special Theory of Relativity. Therefore, 
Applicant's hypothesis, or postulate, of fractional energy levels in hydrogen, as 
presented in GUT pg.197, Eqs.5.1 & 5.2, is incorrect. 

Applicant's erroneous understanding of the Special Relativity theory is 
further manifested in Footnote 2, GUT pg.56, lines 1-8 from bottom, stating that 
Applicant's "relativistic length contraction" results in t=2r/c, which is interpreted by 
Applicant as a confirmation of the electron charge density going straight through 
the atomic nucleus, in accordance with the radial electron wave function for the 
ground state hydrogen (n=1,l=0), i.e., R(r) ~ e' r , which allegedly remains finite at 
r=0. This, however, is doubly incorrect, since the radial distribution of the 
electron density is not given by ~ R(r), but by u 2 dr ~ RVdr, which becomes zero 
at r=0, as given in [8], pg.222, Eq.7-178. Thus, the ground state hydrogen 
electron remains strictly in an orbit away from the nucleus, in direct contradiction 
to Applicant's hydrino hypothesis. 

CONCLUSION 
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Just by considering the above few examples of Applicant's errors in formulating 
the hydrino hypothesis as a basis for Applicant's invention, it can now be 
concluded, the previous § 101 rejection of Applicant's invention is proper. 
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